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This report has been based on 140 responses to the consultation document. 








Non-accredited Learning Provider		  7
Prison/Young Offender Institution		  1
			  
*The ‘individual’ category included: consultants, inspectors, headteacher and principal. Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included: various national associations in the field of education, training and employment, local authorities, Workstep providers and those who did not specify a respondent type.         

The report starts with an overview, followed by a summary of written responses to the consultation. 

Annex A provides a quick view analysis of responses by respondent ‘type’.

Annex B lists additional suggestions and further comments made by respondents. This annex is offered as an aid to our sponsors and is not intended as a formal part of the report for publication. 

Annex C lists all respondents to the consultation document. 















The revised Common Inspection Framework was generally welcomed.  It was acknowledged that the framework had been a success and that the proposed 
amendments would be beneficial. 

Respondents approved of changes to make a more explicit judgement on overall effectiveness, believing that it was right to focus on improving the quality of provision. The proposal for inspectors to inform their judgement on the capacity of providers to self-assess the quality of their provision was also supported.  Respondents however suggested that the question within the framework was clumsy and should be reworded. 

Proposals to reduce the number of key questions and make more explicit the role of resources and assessment were accepted, respondents commenting that both were integral to the quality of teaching and learning. 

Respondents generally agreed with amendments to make the framework applicable to education and training pre-16 and to allow the inspection of children’s services.  Respondents thought that both measures were consistent with national priorities such as the 14-19 agenda and the Children’s Act and would help to provide a continuum of inspection across schools and colleges.  

There were mixed views on the proposal to replace supporting guidance within the framework with separate documentation, respondents highlighting advantages and disadvantages for both options.  Overall opinion was that separate guidance would be preferable given that it could be updated regularly and customised to reflect the specific needs of a range of users. 

Respondents accepted the proposed move to a four point scale for inspection judgements, believing it to be simpler and clearer, offering consistency between inspectorates and the potential to motivate providers to improve performance.  A minority disagreed stating that the five point scale was more balanced by having ‘satisfactory’ as the midpoint and provided more scope for incremental improvement. 
It was suggested that the terminology of the grade descriptors could be reconsidered.         

The proposal to give more emphasis to judgements on the extent to which employers’ needs were met was supported, respondents recognising the importance of equipping learners with the knowledge and skills to compete in the labour market.  Reservations however were voiced on the appropriateness of the judgement where learning was undertaken for reasons other than employability and the credibility of the judgement where providers could be disadvantaged by factors beyond their control. 






Q1	Do you agree with the changes proposed to make more explicit the 	judgement on overall effectiveness and its associations with improving the 	quality of provision?

There were 136 responses to this question.

121  (89%) agree	3  (2%) disagree	12  (9%) neither agree or disagree

The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed changes to make more explicit the judgement on overall effectiveness and its associations with improving the quality of provision.   The judgement on overall effectiveness was generally viewed as a positive move which would provide a clearer focus and which would allow comparison and benchmarks.  A few reservations were expressed, such as:

	an overall judgement could affect funding
	judgements could be made on services beyond the control of the provider
	pockets of poor provision within large organisations could be disguised.

Respondents also appreciated greater emphasis on improvement, believing that this would help to drive up standards.  

14 (10%) respondents particularly welcomed the proposal for inspectors to inform their judgement on the capacity of providers to self-assess the quality of their provision.  Self-assessment was acknowledged as playing a vital role in making providers accountable and ensuring sustained improvement.  It was also noted however that there was considerable variation in the level of understanding and development of self-assessment across a range of providers.  Respondents suggested that clear guidelines would be necessary to ensure consistency of approach by providers and consistency of judgement by inspectors.    

19 (14%) respondents said that they would need more information on the proposal.   The indicators within the Overall Effectiveness section of the Framework were thought to be broad and respondents sought greater detail and specific criteria against which the different aspects of overall effectiveness would be judged.  Suggestions for criteria which could be used included: 

	extent to which value for money is achieved
	fitness for purpose of qualifications/training offered
	capacity for innovation and risk management. 





Q2	Do you agree with the proposals to amend the key questions to make more 	explicit the role of resources and assessment in judging the quality of 	teaching and learning?

There were 133 responses to this question.

117  (88%) agree	2  (2%) disagree	14  (11%) neither agree or disagree

Most respondents agreed with the proposals to amend the key questions to make more explicit the role of resources and assessment in judging the quality of teaching and learning. 

Respondents welcomed the consolidation of the original seven key questions into five, believing this to be a sensible move which would simplify the inspection process, improve clarity and reduced duplication.

The impact of resource management was recognised as being key to effective teaching, training and learning and the quality of leadership and management.  Respondents stressed that judgements on the role of resources should be considered carefully and should reflect the variation in provision, differing levels of funding and achievement of value for money. 

Respondents believed assessment to be an integral part of the learning process           and welcomed the proposal in helping to reinforce the connection between the two.  


Q3	Do you agree with the amendments proposed to make the framework more 	readily applicable to education and training pre-16?

There were 131 responses to this question.

94  (72%) agree	2  (2%) disagree	35  (27%) neither agree or disagree

Respondents generally agreed with the proposed amendments to make the framework more readily applicable to education and training pre-16.  It was noted that these measures assured coherency and continuity of inspection pre and post age 16. 

20 (15%) respondents thought that making the framework more applicable to education and training for under-16-year-olds would support the 14 to 19 agenda advocated by the Tomlinson Group.  It was acknowledged that working with 14-19 cohorts was an increasing part of the remit for colleges and work-based learning providers and that the amendments to the framework would ensure a consistent approach to inspection for 14-19 providers. 

The addition of indicators, within the framework, relating to attitude, behaviour and personal development were welcomed as helping to build up a whole picture of the learner, rather than limiting judgements to achievement of learning goals.  Several respondents noted that the additional indicators were equally applicable to the over-16 age group.   There was some concern over the inclusion of indicators relating to learners’ spiritual, moral, social and cultural development and learners’ positive contribution to the community.  Respondents noted that many 14-16 year olds spent only a small proportion of their time in colleges, the majority being spent in school, which made it difficult for colleges to be able to make informed judgements in these areas.  Similarly, respondents said that these indicators were not relevant to adult learners, where it was not deemed appropriate for providers to contribute to their spiritual, moral, social and cultural development, nor expect them to demonstrate a positive contribution to the community.  It was noted that adult learning providers did not have practical experience in these areas and that the nature of adult learning often involved short courses which would make it difficult to gather information on which to make judgements.      

15 (11%) respondents said that they needed more detail on the proposal to make the framework more readily available to pre-16s.   Respondents stated that they needed a clearer picture of what the proposal would mean in practice and requested clarification in the following areas:

	criteria for the indicators relating to learner attitude and behaviour, spiritual, moral, social and cultural development and positive contribution to the community
	when it would be appropriate to apply these indicators
	funding - availability of additional resource, acknowledgement of funding differentials and the impact of different funding providers pre and post-16.

Q4	Do you agree with the changes proposed to allow judgements more readily 	to be made to inform the inspection of children’s services?

There were 121 responses to this question.

63  (52%) agree	7  (6%) disagree	49  (40%) neither agree or disagree

The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed changes to allow judgements to be made more readily to inform the inspection of children’s services.   Several commented that the proposal was consistent with the Every Child Matters agenda and the requirements of the Children’s Act by advocating a seamless approach to inspection and supporting the sharing of data.

Respondents thought it appropriate that the framework should be applicable to all provision and that it would be helpful to promote a common approach between schools and other providers.   Respondents who disagreed with the proposal felt that the framework would become too broad and could dilute the inspection arrangements for adult learning and the youth service.

15 (12%) respondents thought that the proposal was vague, requesting clarification on what was being suggested and guidance on how the changes would affect them.  Particular areas where more detail was sought included:

	scope of the changes e.g. whether it included childcare services
	responsibility of providers e.g. whether the changes would apply to providers who catered for a small proportion of younger learners  
	range of evidence used to make judgements e.g. how providers would be judged on promoting a healthy lifestyle.
10 (8%) respondents said that they had no experience of children’s services and therefore could not comment on the proposals.


Q5	Do you agree with the proposals to remove supporting guidance currently 	in italics in the framework to separate guidance documents applicable to 	the different provision being inspected?

There were 131 responses to this question.

82  (63%) agree	20  (15%) disagree		28  (21%) neither agree or disagree

Most respondents agreed with the removal of supporting, italicised guidance from the framework and its replacement with separate guidance documents specific to the provision being inspected. 

28 (21%) respondents said that they would find separate guidance helpful.  It was felt that the current format, with integrated guidance, was complex and hard to follow and that removal of the guidance would make the framework more user-friendly.  Respondents also commented that separate guidance would be more flexible in that it would be easier to update and customise for a range of different providers.   

16 (12%) respondents stated a preference for integrated guidance, commenting that this had the advantage of being easily to hand, acting as a prompt and providing focus and context to the framework.   Respondents criticised the idea of separate guidance believing that a single document provided a more coherent solution than being signposted to a series of documents which could prove to be confusing.  

17 (13%) respondents supported the idea of sector specific guidance. It was accepted that the scope of the framework had widened and that generic guidance was no longer appropriate.   Respondents believed that guidance tailored to meet the full range of provision would help to recognise the differing needs and purposes of providers.   

Respondents stressed that if guidance was to be published separately it was essential that it was easily accessible and that respondents were alerted to updates in good time.  

Respondents were keen to be involved in consultation on the wording of the guidance at an early stage of development to ensure that it met the needs of stakeholders.


Q6	Do you agree wit the proposals to introduce a standard 4 point scale for 	inspection judgements?

There were 134 responses to this question.

90  (67%) agree	25  (19%) disagree		19  (14%) neither agree or disagree

Respondents generally agreed with the introduction of a standard four point scale for inspection judgements citing a number of advantages which included:

	harmonisation across inspectorates which would allow comparisons to be made and would enable greater understanding across the education and training sector

	removal of a middle grade could act as a lever to encourage providers to aspire to better performance rather than ‘coasting’ at the ‘satisfactory’ level

	a smaller scale would be clearer, more focussed and could result in more accurate grading of provision. 

27 (20%) respondents thought that a four point scale was inadequate, preferring the current five point scale.  The benefits of the five point scale were seen to be:

	symmetry of points above and below ‘satisfactory’ provided balance; four point scale could result in more providers being graded as ‘inadequate’

	more capacity for incremental progression for providers and more scope for inspectors to differentiate; four point scale could result in cruder judgements and the possibility of borderline cases being incorrectly graded 

	it would not be possible to make comparisons against previous years’ grades and benchmark data would be lost 

	it is established, accepted and understood.

6 (4%) respondents said that, for consistency, the grading scale for lesson observation should also change from its current scale to the four point scale.  It was noted that it was unclear whether this was included within the proposal.

Respondents raised particular concern over the ‘inadequate’ grade, believing that it was too broad and failed to differentiate between providers who were almost satisfactory and those who were very poor or at risk.  It was suggested that it could usefully be divided into two categories.  Respondents also commented that the award of an ‘inadequate’ grade should be accompanied by an explanatory statement.  

Several respondents questioned the terminology of the grade descriptors.  It was suggested that the lowest grade, ‘inadequate’, was unsuitable and could be replaced by ‘unsatisfactory’, ‘poor’ or ‘adequate’.  The top grade, ‘outstanding’, was thought to be too selective and it was proposed that ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’ would be more appropriate.      

Q7	Do you agree with the proposal to give more emphasis to judgements on 	the extent to which employers needs are met?

There were 131 responses to this question.

81  (62%) agree	23 (18%) disagree		27  (21%) neither agree or disagree

Most respondents agreed with the proposal to give more emphasis to judgements on the extent to which employers’ needs were met.

18 (14%) respondents said that it was important to consider employers’ needs given the national priority to equip people with the skills needed to compete in the labour market advocated by the National Skills Strategy and Success for All.  Several respondents were concerned that the emphasis on meeting employers’ needs should not be at the expense of meeting learners’ needs, particularly where the two might conflict.  It was suggested that it might be more appropriate to base the judgement on ‘employment’ needs or ‘employability skills’.   

19 (15%) respondents said that it was not always appropriate for providers to be judged on the extent to which employers’ needs were met.  It was accepted that the proposal would be most appropriate to those providers whose programmes were aimed at preparing learners for the workplace, such as Workstep.  However, respondents noted that many learners undertook learning for reasons other than employability, such as gaining entry to higher education, which did not correlate with meeting the needs of employers. 

17 (13%) respondents thought that it would be difficult to judge providers on the extent to which employer needs were met.  Clarification was sought on how employers’ needs would be defined, how fulfilment of them could be measured and on what evidence the judgement would be made.  Respondents were concerned that providers could be disadvantaged by being judged on their ability to meet employers’ needs for a number of reasons which were beyond their control.  A number of factors, it was considered, should be taken into account when making such a judgement, such as:

	local economic circumstances e.g. the number of large employers in the area 
	the context in which a provider operates e.g. adult and community learning which might not necessarily lead to employment
	accountability of employers e.g. levels of co-operation and investment.


Q8	Are there additional changes you would wish to propose to the current 	framework or to the revised framework as proposed?

Several respondents commented on the grades for lesson observation.  It was suggested that a grade for attainment could be discontinued but that grades for teaching, and particularly learning, should remain. 

Respondents suggested many areas within the framework which could be more explicit or which had been omitted, including:

	leadership and management – e.g. staff development,  identifying and sharing good practice
	needs of parents / governors / children
	equal opportunities
	evidence needed to support judgements	
	higher education
	learners’ responsibility for improving their own performance
	provision for adult learners
	meeting statutory regulations on curriculum, collective worship and child protection
	retention – why learners leave
	contracting out arrangements - where services are provided by a third party
	role of support departments 
	induction processes
	cover time between lessons / staff ratios 
	appeals process.

Although outside the scope of the consultation, respondents made a range of comments on the inspection process and inspectors, including:

	notice periods - concern about revised three week notice period and discrepancy between Oftsed and ALI notice periods
	should be alternative arrangements for Sector Skills Councils
	reinspections should be fairer, with set timescales
	need to integrate inspection systems for schools, further and higher education
	differentiate the scope and intensity of inspection depending on overall performance grading 
	should take account of circumstances beyond the control of the provider
	need effective moderation methods
	should be consistency between LSC performance reviews and ALI inspection criteria
	nominees should be in direct ratio to the number of inspectors
	inspectors should be more objective and should disclose evidence used in judgements










Proposed Revision to the Common Inspection Framework




Q1	Do you agree with the changes proposed to make more explicit the judgement on overall effectiveness and its 	associations with improving the quality of provision?


There were 136 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison / YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Individual	Other	Total
Agree	40	18	9	0	0	7	14	33	121	89%













Q2	Do you agree with the proposals to amend the key questions to make more explicit the role of resources and assessment in judging the quality of teaching and learning?


There were 133 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison / YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Individual	Other	Total
Agree	40	17	9	1	0	7	14	29	117	88%


















Q3	Do you agree with the amendments proposed to make the Framework more readily applicable to education and training pre-16?


There were 131 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison / YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Individual	Other	Total
Agree	31	15	4	0	0	5	11	28	94	72%
Neither agree nor disagree	14	6	4	0	0	2	3	6	35	27%
Disagree	1	0	1	0	0	0	0	0	2	2%

Supports the 14-19 agenda	7	2	2	0	0	1	1	7	20	15%














Q4	Do you agree with the changes proposed to allow judgements more readily to be made to inform the inspection of children's services?


There were 121 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison / YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Individual	Other	Total
Agree	18	7	3	0	0	4	9	22	63	52%
Neither agree nor disagree	22	10	5	0	0	2	2	8	49	40%
Disagree	4	1	0	0	0	0	0	2	7	6%

Clarify / provide guidance	9	0	0	0	0	2	0	4	15	12%














Q5	Do you agree with the proposals to remove supporting guidance currently in italics in the Framework to separate 	guidance documents applicable to the different provision being inspected?


There were 131 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison / YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Individual	Other	Total
Agree	24	13	8	0	0	4	10	23	82	63%
Neither agree nor disagree	15	3	3	0	0	2	2	3	28	21%
Disagree	7	4	0	0	0	1	1	7	20	15%

















Q6	Do you agree with the proposals to introduce a standard 4 point scale for inspection judgements?


There were 134 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison  YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Indiv	Other	Total
Agree	31	14	5	1	0	3	11	25	90	67%
Neither agree nor disagree	8	4	3	0	0	1	0	3	19	14%
Disagree	8	3	2	0	0	3	3	6	25	19%

Welcome four point scale	16	3	2	0	0	3	2	13	39	29%
Four point scale is inadequate	9	3	3	0	0	3	1	8	27	20%















Q7	Do you agree with the proposals to give more emphasis to judgements on the extent to which employers' needs are 	met?


There were 131 responses to this question.


 	College	WBL provider	Jobcentreplus provider	Prison / YOI	Ufi hub	Non-accredited learning provider (ACL)	Individual	Other	Total
Agree	24	15	9	0	0	3	7	23	81	62%




Important to consider employers	6	3	2	0	0	1	0	6	18	14%










Q1	Do you agree with the changes proposed to make more explicit the judgement on overall effectiveness and its associations with improving the quality of provision?
The inclusion in each inspection report of a clear judgement about overall effectiveness will be welcomed by the general public, policy makers and stakeholders. The tripartite emphasis on inspectors' judgements of provision is welcomed. Judgements are to be made by observation, on provider capacity for self-assessment and on evidence that the provider has the ability to make improvements. The relative weighting given to these three elements in making overall judgements on effectiveness and efficiency will need to be explicit and consistently applied across the sector and over time. (NIACE) 
One of the chief pleas from colleges to Ofsted involves the provision of clear and explicit criteria for all the new key questions of the Common Inspection Framework and particularly important in relation to the proposal to require inspections to make an explicit judgement on the overall effectiveness of the provider. Colleges we consulted welcomed the general direction but felt it was difficult to endorse the change completely without having access to the detailed criteria that would be used to make judgements. We expect to see the new measures of success currently being developed for value for money being applied equally across the different sectors. (AoC)
The revisions propose that inspectors be required to arrive at an overall judgement on the effectiveness and efficiency of the provider. It is unclear, however, how the inspectors will measure this and we feel that it will be difficult to give an overall grade, particularly if there are significant differences between learning areas. We believe that this measurement will, anyway, be incorporated within the five new key questions and the Strategic Area Reviews and this therefore appears a case of duplication. (ALP)
We find the overall question somewhat clumsy and the language used not very accessible. The question asked about overall effectiveness has two parts. We do not consider this to be good practice. In the explanation that follows the question, the first part is about the steps needed to improve the provision, whilst the second part of the explanation seems to be about the organisation’s capacity to improve. Thus the first part is asking for objective steps and the second making a subjective judgement (NATFHE) 
Given that one of the Principles of Inspection relates to openness and fairness, a clear statement should be provided on the relationship between the evaluation of the three other aspects of the inspection framework and the judgement on overall effectiveness. (UCET) 
We welcome the intention to place much greater reliance on information from self-assessment to inform inspection-planning and judgements. Providers and inspectors will, however, need clear guidance on how the capacity for accurate self-assessment will be judged through the five questions of the CIF. We welcome the proposal that inspection should assess the capacity of providers for improvement. This is a fundamental shift from an inspection system that provides 'snapshot' judgments on current performance. Further guidance will be necessary on how providers (and inspectors) will be expected to demonstrate the capacity for improvement and how the CIF will be used for this purpose. (LSDA) 
The emphasis on more robust and rigorous self-assessment by providers is welcomed. Self-assessment plays a vital role in sustaining quality improvements within any organisation, including the service we are able to offer to customers. (Jobcentre Plus) 
Self-Assessment – very much welcomed, although concerns over lack of development of some ISCs and limited relationship/support from LSC, therefore many ISCs are not at the stage of development needed for the new framework. (National Association of Specialist Colleges) 
Ufi welcomes information from the inspectorate on how to improve the quality of the learner experience. There is no contraction between inspectorates inspecting provision and also providing constructive advice, guidance and resources to improve quality. It is recognised that this has not previously been one of the main roles of the inspectorates and Ufi views this change as positive. (Ufi Ltd) 
How will you judge challenging targets? Will it be based on previous testing, achievement or a set of criteria? (QCA - Risk Management team) 
The Section 23 Inspection, with its focus on religious education and the Catholic life of the school, is part of an overall inspection for a Catholic School. Judgements concerning these matters are pertinent to each and every section of the framework. Overall Effectiveness is the business of the diocese. A Section 23 inspection addresses: 1) Achievement and Standards 2) Quality of Provision 3) How well do programmes and activities meet the needs and interests of the learner? 4) How well are learners guided and supported? 5) Leadership and Management. Thus, in carrying out the area inspections, Ofsted must take note of Section 23 judgements on the issues highlighted above. (Catholic Education Service) 
We welcome the lighter touch for the more successful colleges, particularly as this will make more efficient use of public funds. We also welcome the college inspector role. We believe that this will help to reduce the stress of inspections where, at least one inspector is know to the college, and will provide useful advice between inspections. We would appreciate more information as to the role of the college inspectors. (Alton College) 

The move to a more effective judgment criteria will improve the overall understanding of the document and the process. (RBLI Employment Services) 
The inspectorate would need to ensure consistency in approach when looking at improvements. A provider may have made huge improvements but still not be satisfactory (VT Plus Training) 
There should be a strong link between outcomes and judgements. Observations in an inspection week can only ever provide a snapshot. (Cirencester College) 
We would like the same criteria for judgements for all Inspection/reviewing bodies to reduce duplication of information. (Stockport College) 
This change would be better introduced when value added systems are in place across the sector and when VFM indicators have been determined. (Carlisle College) 
As long as the judgements against services, such as Connexions which are beyond the responsibility of the college, is clear and stated as such; also whether the college has itself recognised the shortcomings being declared by the inspection. (Mark Horbury) 
The judgement on overall effectiveness needs to include the opinion on whether value for money is being achieved or partly achieved from the provision and curriculum offered. (HM Prison, Belmarsh) 
The record of improvement activity and the linked capacity for future improvement should assist all in determining which organisations will need external support in making the necessary improvements and which can drive the improvements from inside. (Dearne Valley College) 
Welcome the inclusion of 'what steps need to be taken to improve the provision further' as this helps to prepare the post inspection development plan. Don't really like the word 'perceptions' - need evidence for judgements. (Dudley MBC)
Overall grade will help learners, their parents and/or employers make comparisons between possible provision, also useful benchmarks for networks taking increasing responsibility for the collective quality of local provision. (Quantum Edge) 
It remains important to remember that learners experience the totality of an institution and not simply those component parts that others chose to measure in headline terms – and that this ‘total experience’ is extraordinarily hard to capture. So, while greater simplicity is welcomed caution needs to be practised when the judgements are used. 
(Wyggeston and Queen Elizabeth I College) 
How will effectiveness of self assessment be judged when everybody does this so differently. Will there be more prescriptive instructions on what should be included? (Gloucestershire College of Arts and Technology) 
We reluctantly accept the need for an overall judgement. It may be appropriate in most cases, but in some larger colleges it can end up as an unhelpful median score, masking for most observers both excellence and poor practice among otherwise good or satisfactory provision. We support the differentiated approach based on inspection history and a focus on areas of obvious problems. However the key thing will be to see how the inspection result can be turned into help and then into better outcomes. 
(National Forum of Engineering Centres) 
Skillfast-UK welcome the proposal for Inspectors to make explicit judgements on the overall effectiveness of providers as a competitive mechanism that should help to drive up overall standards of learning provision. When considering the quality of learning provision, Inspectors should evaluate the ‘fitness for purpose’ of the qualification and training on offer. For example, its usefulness in facilitating entry to further HE learning, or its value to employers in providing appropriate skills for working in different vocational sectors (Skillfast UK) 
In consideration of overall effectiveness we consider it would be valuable if an explicit judgement were given to the role of student services in ensuring that appropriate levels of learner and learning support and guidance are identified and delivered in order to retain students in learning, support the highest possible level of achievement and raise standards. To this end we would wish to see a reported grade given to KQ6. (NAMSS)
It will be important for the common inspection framework to consider the training provider’s commitment to quality assurance programmes – such as Investors in Children – when assessing the provision, as these are recognised standards of quality. NCMA is pleased that the principles of inspection will build in quality assurance but feels more detailed information is needed on how this will be achieved. (National Childminding Association)
Colleges should be able to demonstrate improvement or that they maintain a high level of quality if previous assessments have been outstanding. It is very difficult for ‘Beacon’ colleges to show improvement. 
(King George V College) 
The notice period for the inspections is considered to be too short in the context of the self evaluation process. There is a concern that unless schools update their self evaluation at least twice a year they could be inspected using out of date data that was prepared, say the previous academic year.
(Brighton and Hove LEA) 
We are very supportive of inspectors providing advice on how improvements could be made to the quality of provision rather than simply making critical judgements. (Stanmore College Further Education Corporation) 
There needs to be more emphasis on improvements the provider has made as, at present, a lot rests on what the inspectors see and hear during the inspection week and not on distance travelled. (Myrrh Education and Training) 
This would lead to another 'league table' approach which is not helpful and often simplistic. (Harrow College) 

Q2	Do you agree with the proposals to amend the key questions to make more explicit the role of resources and assessment in judging the quality of teaching and learning?
The reduction of the seven questions in the current framework to five is welcomed. Also welcomed is the inclusion of assessment matters within the question about the effectiveness of teaching, training and learning. This is a sensible move since assessment ought to support learning. Making more explicit the impact of resource management as it effects learning is an important change. It would be helpful if inspectors were to take account of relative and comparative levels of funding for different types of provision and the overall quantum of funding available to the provider as a result of these differences, when making judgements about value for money. (NIACE) 
A key role of leadership and management is to make effective use of the resources it has at its disposal to provide a conducive environment for teaching and learning. We would, however, urge Ofsted to take full account of the financial position of colleges and the implications of recovery positions in making judgements on the level of resourcing. Ofsted should have a role in commenting on the overall level of resource available and whether the funding is adequate to do the job of delivering learning. Again, clear criteria are needed to indicate how these judgements will be arrived at. In relation to assessment, we approve of the proposal to include this in the judgements on teaching and learning. We feel this will help to ensure that assessment is seen as an integral and holistic part of the whole learning process.  (AoC) 
Ufi agrees with this change as it provides a clearer opportunity for the resources within learndirect learning centres and in the learndirect Learning Support Environment to be recognised and their impact on the learner judged. The link between assessment and the quality of teaching and learning is welcomed and Ufi will work closely with the ALI to ensure this is applied appropriately to learndirect and recognises the flexibility of the provision. 
(Ufi Ltd) 
Resources are often the key factor in the quality of teaching and learning, especially in the further education sector which has suffered from historic under resourcing in relation to the schools sector. The inspectors, when making decisions about the value for money, should take into account the relative and comparative levels of funding for different types of provision, and overall amount of resource available to the provider as a result of these differences. (NATFHE) 
Resources included within Leadership and Management is good to see. Definite benefits of simplifying and reducing to 5KQs when engaging staff – easier to ‘sell’ changes to staff. (National Association of Specialist Colleges) 
With reduced reliance on direct lesson observation in most inspections, a methodology will need to be developed for assessing the capability of providers in assuring and improving the quality of teaching and learning. Within individual inspection visits, inspectors will need to balance judgments based on the direct observation of teaching, training and learning with those based on more indirect sources of evidence. This is a very different approach to inspection. We look to the publication of further guidance within inspection handbooks on the approach to be used.  (LSDA) 
There appear to be no references to efficiency in the Key Questions. How are inspectors to judge efficiency? Will there be developed any value for money measures? (Alton College) 
It seems to me that there is a key issue here given the size of some schools in regard to this. How will inspectors ensure parity and equality of entitlement across the curriculum? In principle this proposal makes sense but the relationship between resources and attainment can be tenuous - the most well equipped lab will not of necessity ensure high quality Science education - likewise assessment systems may look advanced but their relationship to teaching and learning might be tenuous in some areas. 
(Cornwall Education Development Service) 
The area of assessment needs to be considered in context of a wide variety of delivery settings. In leisure programmes this needs to be considered as non-obtrusive and not to encourage bureaucratic recording for its own sake. The word 'rigour', in some sectors could be misinterpreted to mean paper-based. (Adult Learning and Leisure) 
Value for money should always be commented on (e.g. where a College gets similar results to a local school on considerably less funding this should be reflected both in judgements on the effective use of public money by the College and the relatively ineffective use of additional money by the school). Formative assessment is more problematic. There are many different models and some will be more easily assessed in an inspection. (Cirencester College) 
Where Governors and Managers have made every effort to improve resources and have a clear strategy and plan in place this must be recognised as a strength even though resources such as some accommodation may be less that satisfactory. (East Riding College) 
The resource requirements for vocational learning and more individualised learning are critical and whilst this does not lessen the critical nature of the lecturers skills and commitment the direct link with learning should be acknowledged. Assessment should be recognised as part of the learning process and not separate from it – so much learning comes from a well designed and implemented assessment approach. (Dearne Valley College) 
The role of resources seems to be less explicit, no longer having its own question. This seems to imply that resources need not be directly vital to the quality of teaching and learning. (Tops Day Nursery Training Ltd) 
We agree in principle, however at a time when we need consistency, these changes will require us to review both our SAR toolkit for 2004/05 and our TLOBs paperwork for 2005/06. (Dudley MBC) 
A stronger link between assessment and teaching and learning treats the whole process of learning delivery holistically. (Quantum Edge) 
The CIF should ensure that judgements are made on the relationship between accommodation and teaching and learning, particularly in view of the many capital projects and new builds currently in the sector. (West Cheshire College 
Concerns raised that staff teaching will be penalised because of lack of resources, when in the majority of cases this is outside of the teacher's control. (Gloucestershire College of Arts and Technology) 
Lack of resources can be overcome by effective teaching and enthusiastic learning. The rigour of assessment procedures are crucial in maintaining the acceptance of the qualifications. (Maurice Mealing) 
With shortage of resources (competent, up-to-date, industrially experienced teachers; industry standard equipment; access to relevant work-place learning opportunities) so potentially inhibiting and expensive to rectify, the matter still needs to be highlighted with its own question. That need not stop it being reviewed for its contribution to old questions 2 and 5. 
(National Forum of Engineering Centres) 
The focus on assessment should be on the principle of 'assessment for learning. (City & Guilds) 
The type of learning provider and the context of the learning provision must be considered carefully when considering the role of resources and assessment in judging the quality of teaching and learning. There is a concern that sometimes ‘High-Tech’ resources may be used as a proxy for quality, rather than focussing on the use and appropriateness of the resources for that particular learning environment. (Skillfast UK) 
ILT and blended learning needs to be included as a key contributor to the quality of teaching and learning. Integration of Basic/Key Skills, where appropriate needs to appear here as it can be seen as a contributor to improved Teaching and Learning (Greenwich Community College) 
With regards to WORKSTEP, measuring the effectiveness of teaching and learning resources and assessment procedures does not link with the contractual specification or funding rational. (NASE) 
It is not completely clear when comparing the old CIF with the new one that there is a more explicit emphasis on the role of resources. 
(British Racing School) 
We have recently had an ALI inspection. In preparing staff, we found that the Key Questions within the current CIF linked closely with each other. The changes proposed will enable providers to have a clearer understanding without being repetitive. (Beneast Training Limited) 

Q3	Do you agree with the amendments proposed to make the 	Framework more readily applicable to education and training    	pre-16?
The proposal to make the framework more readily applicable to provision pre-16 and to invite judgements from inspectors under achievement and standards which go beyond the achievement of learning goals and targets should be helpful, particularly for disadvantaged clients.  (ALP) 
Within an FE setting, it will not always be appropriate to make judgements on learners’ attitude and behaviour and even less so on their spiritual, moral , social and cultural development, and that the criteria and circumstances when these aspects can be applied need to be carefully and clearly defined. Many 14-16 year old learners spend relatively small amounts of time in a college and thus it would be very difficult for a college to affect areas which should properly remain the responsibility of the school. Ofsted would need to ensure that these judgements are not also applied to adult students where clearly they are inappropriate. (Association of Colleges) 
The revised Framework will require careful application to learndirect to ensure unfair expectations are not placed on the network where a majority of learners are on short courses. For example, the Framework refers to the development of ‘learners’ spiritual, moral, social and cultural development’. Ufi would not expect learndirect centres to be actively involved in providing this to their learners. (Ufi Ltd) 
The value of making the CIF more relevant in a pre-16 context is recognised. However, the outcomes for children and young people which will be evaluated as part of joint area reviews will not be evaluated in the case of providers who cater exclusively for adults. As the current definition of adults in the learning and skills sector context includes young people who are employed as apprentices, and some local authority providers may make provision for small numbers of young adults, it will be important to clarify at an early stage when liaising with providers due for inspection whether these outcomes will be evaluated. (NIACE) 
The language of the criteria makes them readily applicable to pre-16 learning contexts. (UCET) 
Will be very useful to assess the effectiveness of proposed vocational training in schools from 14 - 16 years. (QCA - Risk Management team) 
While the amendment proposed achieves the aim sought, the underlying aim of developing further training pre-16 must be progressed with caution. We support the proposals of the Tomlinson Report but the emphasis pre-16 was motivation, progression and appropriate programmes of work – not employment training! (Catholic Education Service) 
We would be concerned if this attempt to improve the accessibility of the Framework to pre-16 education and training, weakened the force of the Framework as applied to colleges and training providers working with post-16 age cohorts.  (NATFHE) 
Definitely makes sense to link frameworks pre and post 16. Although the funding differentials still remain an issue for post-16. 
(National Association of Specialist Colleges) 
Amendments to the framework should respond to issues emerging from proposals to reform 14-19 education, such as collaboration between pre- and post -16 providers, mobility of young people between different providers and enhancing vocational options for pre-16 learners.  (LSDA) 
If we are to introduce adjustments to meet the pre-16 sector it needs to be made clear to inspectors when the judgement should be applied. Guidance should also be given to providers on understanding when judgements are applicable. However, we welcome any recognition of development of areas of learners’ attitude, behaviour and personal development. (VT Plus Training) 
The loss of focus and use of unfamiliar language and concepts will render the framework less useful across the sector. (Wakefield College) 
In theory this is OK but we feel that there needs to be much more clarity on the finer details in this, i.e. roles and processes, as it is complex. 
(Greater Manchester Learning Provider Network) 
There is some further consideration needed on the assessment of all provision, including initiatives like Aim Higher to give an overall judgement of initiatives in an area to improve quality. (Stockport College) 
This is a valuable change. Further, and better, guidance would be useful on how to measure distance travelled and value added, particularly for groups of learners who do not have nationally recognised qualifications on entry. (Burton College) 
The amendments proposed should ensure that the framework has more relevance to the pre-16 age group by widening the judgements from inspectors beyond the achievement of learning goals and targets to areas of learners' attitudes, behaviour and personal development. 
(East Riding College) 
In principle we would agree with this proposal as the pre-16 work is now a very important aspect of the work of the college and needs to be seen as integral to our mission rather than as a ‘bolt-on’. What is not clear from the documents is what this will mean in practice and what amendments will be made. (Dearne Valley College) 
The emphasis seems to be virtually entirely on the results for the learners, with little interest in the teachers. I believe that the quality of the provision for the learners is dependant on the quality of the teachers so to focus on the end result to this extent may actually detract from the quality rather than benefit. (Tops Day Nursery Training Ltd) 
Essential if there is to be effective, comparable measures of quality across the 14-19 curriculum. (Quantum Edge) 
The ability to make judgements between institutions and within institutions based on common criteria is welcomed. Attention will need to be paid to how funding is employed within institutions when post-16 funding comes from the LSC and pre-16 funding from LEAs and other agencies. 
(Wyggeston and Queen Elizabeth I College) 
This should provide a cohesive approach to assessing and improving education and learning. This should be of benefit to those providers who offer services for post and pre-16 – they can use the same standards/practices to improve ALL elements of their delivery. (Fern Training and Development) 
Would like clarification on when the 'if appropriate' statements come into play. In a large FE college with pre-16 provision will they be expected to work exactly as a school does? (Gloucestershire College of Arts and Technology) 
Would be appropriate to have continuity of approach from pre to post 16. The principles of inspection are common. Variation will be in the details. 
(St Helens Council, ACL) 
There is no doubt that with the Tomlinson 14-19 proposals, young apprenticeships and mandatory work experience at Key Stage 4, the CIF must at least go down to 14. Whether there is benefit in going younger is questionable. There is also an argument for going upwards into the first tranche of HE (HND, FD, Hons) as this is simply a parallel initial entry to the workforce path for many, bearing in mind the 50% in HE by age 30 target. (National Forum of Engineering Centres) 
The history of much of the pre-16 work is such that many colleges are involved even where this is not consistent with their mission or strategy. Policy in this area is in need of review prior to its explicit inclusion in college inspections. (South East Derbyshire College) 
It is inevitable that the Framework becomes more readily applicable to pre 16 education and training, but will this lead to the formation of only one inspection body? (Tyne and Wear Work Based Learning Provider Network) 
Since the inclusion of young people aged 14-16 in the workplace will necessarily involve consideration of wider issues (not least of which, Health & Safety) we would welcome the opportunity to consult with ALI further on what kinds of goals should be considered by Inspectors under ‘ achievements and standards’ for young people under 16. (Skillfast UK) 
With the introduction of the 14-19 agenda the boundaries between pre and post 16 education and training are becoming increasingly blurred with many organisations offering programmes that span all age groups. One framework can fit all as long as there is sufficient supporting guidance to allow the different providers to interpret the framework clearly, to match their own needs. (Carshalton College) 
We would have some concerns about judgements made about attitude and responsiveness to the community by adult learners. It could be difficult to judge and may not be relevant to the learning of adults. We would not want any dilution of inspection around school based adult learning provision which focussed on contribution to school life, parental involvement and the schools relationship with the community. Although these are important we would want standards in adult learning to be appropriately examined. 
(Cambridgeshire County Council, Adult and Community Learning) 
The proposed amendments make the Framework useable across pre and post 16 education and training. However, useable and appropriate are not synonymous. This neglects to address the issue of whether pre and post 16 education, particularly further education for adults, are similar enough experience to warrant the same framework. (Pre-school Learning Alliance) 
Different contexts in which providers operate e.g. FE, WBL, ACL have still to be recognised and acknowledged within the preparation and execution of an inspection. We would like this to be addressed in the first instance, before the Framework is extended to include pre-16 education and training provision. (Birmingham Adult Education Service) 
Our Work Based Learning providers support all their learners but would like to make a distinction between the social, moral, spiritual and lifestyle-related support appropriate for a pre-16 learner and that which is appropriate for an older learner. (Consortium for Learning) 
There needs to be greater clarity about expectations with regard to the wider pre-16 judgements. Will FE colleges and WBL providers be resourced to deliver on these? (Waterfront Quality Solutions) 
The proposed amendments are equally applicable to post-16 learners who may be disadvantaged or disaffected. Our experience is that improving learners' attitude, behaviour and personal skills relates directly to their success in training. (Support Into Work) 
This should cut across learners’ attitude, behaviour and personal development post-16, not just pre-16, as providers like my own place great emphasis on the softer achievements not just qualifications. (Myrrh Education and Training) 
Every training and education establishment should be judged against the same criteria. (Beneast Training Limited) 
The growth of 14-16 provision in colleges makes this a sensible way forward. (Harrow College) 

Q4	Do you agree with the changes proposed to allow judgements more readily to be made to inform the inspection of children's services?
We agree with this proposal and with its intention to ensure that all agencies dealing with children have a joined-up approach to the sharing of data and other information. From a college perspective, this will have a particular relevance to the inspection of provision for vulnerable adults, 14-16 year-old learners, learners with learning difficulties and/or disabilities and for residential college provision, where data is often difficult to obtain in relation to students embarking on programmes. (AoC) 
This will be helpful to colleges as they take in more 14 to 16 year olds into at least part-time provision. Many colleges also make substantial childcare provision, and this too can be brought within the remit of a single college inspection process.  ((NATFHE) 
The impact of judgements about services for children will be substantial. It will also be important to clarify how providers with only a small proportion of their provision accessed by young adults should take account of these wider outcomes when undertaking self-assessment.  (NIACE) 
The changes here relate explicitly to ‘the five outcomes for children and young people’, and the listing of the criteria makes helpful cross-references to these five outcomes. The clarity of the framework here is commendable. (UCET) 
The assessment of integrated provision within extended partnerships locally responding to the requirements of the Children Act will be essential. Parents/guardians will be offered reassurances but vigilance must still exist in relation to the potential of the provider of modest ability.  (CES) 
It is essential to avoid duplication of inspections of the same providers. (Harrow College) 
We agree, this allows us to assess the quality of our Borough-wide education service. (Dudley MBC) 
Many adult services make a direct contribution to elements of children's services. These must be included to enable a fully informed picture. Need to be clear if Family Learning provision will be inspected for its impact on pupils as well as under adult only provision. (St Helens Council , ACL) 
We agree that the same inspection regime should apply to all Education and Training. This will help with a common approach when there are discussions between schools and Providers. (Tyne and Wear WBL Provider Network) 
This makes the CIF too broad at the detriment of adult training and education. (College of North West London) 
Providing realistic vocational outcomes are included along side academic performance. (National Association for Supported Employment) 
This will help to reinforce the requirements of the ‘Every Child Matters’ Government Green Paper which affects us all in pre and post 16 education – not just Schools and Children’s Services. (Carshalton College) 
As we understand it the changes are limited to the evaluation requirements of the new key questions without altering the meaning of the requirements. As we have not seen any detail of any of these changes it is not possible to comment further. (National Association of Managers of Student Services) 
We hope that quality of transition arrangements and flow of information between different agencies is judged. (King George V College) 
Student welfare, safeguarding, safety etc., very central to independent specialist colleges’ (ISC) for learners with disabilities and learning difficulties work and the links to Every Child Matters outcomes very useful. Strongly support emphasis on learners’ voices and acting upon them central to quality improvement strategies. (National Association of Specialist Colleges) 
Children’s services, particularly those concerned with social welfare and health have their own characteristics. The issue for the proposed new Framework therefore is how far these can effectively be tagged on to judgements about the quality of the education services. 
(Pre-school Learning Alliance) 
With the smaller teams there is the danger in small schools of the loss of objectivity since the inspection report may be the view of only one inspector. The criticism expressed by those experiencing a Section 122 led by one inspector would now seem to extend to Section 10 inspections as well. (Barnsley LEA) 
It should not necessarily be seen as unsatisfactory that a provider has little or no pre-16 provision - it will depend on the availability of provision across the LEA. (Bounemouth and Poole College) 
This ties in with the requirement of the Children's Act and the intention to provide, in time, a seamless approach. The judgements will be important to parents and carers but not all institutions will have the capacity to provide much more than their core responsibilities. This should be acknowledged in all judgements. 
(Archdiocese of Southwark Commission for Schools and Colleges) 

Q5	Do you agree with the proposals to remove supporting guidance 	currently in italics in the Framework to separate guidance 	documents applicable to the different provision being inspected?
Separate and non-statutory guidance documents would introduce a greater degree of flexibility and specificity to the Framework and would ensure its appropriateness to the needs of different groups of learners, including those of 14 -16 year-olds. Whilst the ability to update the guidance is certainly a positive feature, we would urge Ofsted to ensure that changes are well publicised and not just put on the website unannounced.  (AoC) 
This is a positive change as it will help reinforce that the Framework outlines the overall principles for inspections which are be then applied to each provider type. Ufi will continue to work closely with the ALI to ensure the separate guidance document for the learndirect network is appropriate and helps to further drive up standards. (Ufi Ltd) 
It may make the altering needs and expectations of adult learners less visible and thus figure less highly in the perceptions of Inspectors when they make their judgements. Thus we would wish to see the new non-statutory guidance sufficiently differentiated to reflect the differing needs of a wide range of learners, especially adults. We would urge that the Inspectorates share the draft guidance at an early stage with appropriate stakeholders and that the guidance is agreed with both Inspectorates. (NATFHE) 
Since the inspection framework is intended to cover an extremely diverse range of educational and learning contexts, it will be most helpful for those being inspected to have more context-specific guidance on what inspection will cover. (UCET)
We support proposals to customise the supporting guidance for each CIF question in ways that are responsive to the needs and circumstances of different parts of the learning and skills sector. We also support the implicit shift towards a less prescriptive framework. There is a need for published quality indicators to illustrate quality statements. A balance needs to be struck, however, between 'indicative criteria' that can inform judgements and 'quality checklists' that may encourage a compliance, 'tick-box’ approach. There is a view that present inspection arrangements may encourage providers to adopt a conservative, risk-averse approach to inspection and self-assessment which inhibits improvement and change. (LSDA) 
The change from mandatory guidance as provided by the material in italics currently to non-statutory guidance as proposed runs the risk that the particular needs of adults, and factors relevant to provision for adults, may be overlooked when the new framework is applied. This means that more detailed guidance will need to be available elsewhere. It will be important to ensure that the new non-statutory guidance is sufficiently differentiated to reflect the varied purposes that adults have when accessing learning. (NIACE) 
This will be more focused and can then be sent to the relevant provider and will assist in their self-assessment. (QCA - Risk Management team) 
The introduction of separate non-statutory guidance and streamlining of procedures is a further positive step to ensure that ALI and Jobcentre Plus are able to identify and intervene with greater co-ordination. (Jobcentre Plus) 
Guidance on inspection in a separate document is a good idea. The use of case studies to help contextualise is seen as good practice. (City & Guilds) 
We are concerned that the use of separate guidance documents will mean that there is no longer a common inspection framework but different frameworks looking at the same five key questions. (Alton College) 
Would it be helpful to inspectors for the revised CIF to contain references to the Progress File at relevant points? This might help to address continuing concerns to avoid the Progress File being used as a store for certificates (like the now defunct National Record of Achievement) and not as a means for developing independent lifelong learners as it is designed for. 
(Department for Education and Skills, Progress File Team) 
Can there also be more guidance for inspectors on the impact of Sector Skills Councils standards as often inspectors' views conflict with SSCs. 
(Greater Manchester Learning Provider Network) 
This will simplify and clarify the framework each provider will use for self-assessment/inspection. (Carlisle College) 
This change will enable a better understanding of the individual types of provision and how they will be inspected. (RBLI Employment Services) 
This is a sensible adjustment. We are confident that it will provide a set of documents that are more accessible and thereby more user-friendly. (NHSU) 
The proposal to amend this guidance to keep it relevant to changing circumstances is a good idea. It should be made clear, however, to providers due for inspection to which guidance they are working, should it change within a few weeks of the inspection. (East Riding College) 
The challenge for colleges is to ensure that all staff have access to a comprehensive but concise document to help them review their standards and practice – the CIF was helpful in this. (Dearne Valley College) 
These notes are essential and if they are to be removed from the document everyone needs to know where to find them. (Dudley MBC) 
The qualifying statements in italics provide an extensive list of the key quality criteria associated with each question and moving them elsewhere offers no clear advantage. If they are the essential elements of each question they should remain attached to those questions. If, in particular institutions some are less applicable than others, that should be a judgement made by the institutions (in many institutions the italicised statements have been used to form the basis of effective self-assessment processes) - and inspectors are always able to comment on those judgements as part of the ‘new’ KQ 5. (Wyggeston and Queen Elizabeth I College) 
This will be more flexible and enable revisions to supporting documentation to be made without having to revise the framework itself. 
(West Cheshire College) 
There are currently additional supporting texts for different provision being delivered which are useful. However, it may be beneficial to retain some of the italic guidance as this provides some additional information/explanation on what each question is looking at within the one document. If the reader is signposted to too many documents they may find it difficult to understand the message. (Fern Training and Development) 
This could provide more focussed guidance. However it would require frequent review of relevant web sites to determine latest updates, and could increase the possibility of missing important changes. (Papworth Trust) 
It is the detailed pointers in the italicised sections after the questions that really bring them to life and give some real idea of expectations. They should remain, marginally adapted as necessary, in the new CIF. They are its hard centre. The current italicised guidance is a very good indicator of range for the inspection process. They also formally tie down the focus of the inspections and prevent mission drift as a result of whim or fashion, without the same degree of stakeholder consultation as the basic document received. 
(National Forum of Engineering Centres) 
We endorse the removal of the supporting guidance, currently in italics in the Framework. Some items are inappropriate or not applicable for the workplace, and there is a concern that failing to record a positive response for some of these indicators may unduly influence the decision that is made about the quality and effectiveness of the provider. (Skillfast UK) 
It makes the CIF less transparent. There is no indication of the breadth of the inspection, the percentage of areas of learning to be covered and the criteria for choosing them. There is no mention of the role of the observation of teaching and learning, and the grading criteria and scale for this. 
(College of North West London) 
We currently have a set of clearly spelled out areas under each key question to help staff focus when considering each area of the CiF. The proposal will lose this effective tool which many providers use to help develop staff, improve the rigour of their Self Assessment and help decipher the content of the CiF. Staff are not trained inspectors, yet they are expected to understand and work with the CiF. This proposal will lose a vital tool that helps providers to digest the CiF. (Greenwich Community College) 
As the scope of provision covered by the new CIF has expanded significantly it seems appropriate that the generic guidance should now be removed in favour of more detailed guidance that is specific to the different groups of providers. (Carshalton College) 
This might be helpful for specific guidance providers e.g. Connexions and IAG but should their work not be part of the main inspection arrangements. Would it be worth considering area wide inspections of adult learning - post 19 and making guidance an element of this?  (Cambridgeshire County Council, ACL) 
This guidance has to date provided very useful prompts for providers to show the widest understanding of the Key Questions. Although the sector is becoming more experienced in developing quality assurance and self assessment procedures the ‘notes’ still provide a valuable ‘aide memoir’. If the current format were substituted by a regularly updated on-line set of ‘notes’ then there would be no problem, however this would require a staffing resource from both Ofsted and the ALI and if was not available and notes were not updated then the sector would lose useful guidance. 
(National Association of Managers of Student Services) 
Constantly changing guidance/criteria is not helpful to providers – the self assessment procedure which is based on the CIF is usually implemented between June-September, with the emerging development plan running from October to May. Changes mid year/cycle are not helpful. 
(Bounemouth and Poole College) 
It is very useful to have all the information in a single document and avoid the need to have to switch between documents. It should be possible to have separate CIFs for each type of provision with the italicised advice relevant to that type within them. (British Racing School) 

Q6	Do you agree with the proposals to introduce a standard 4 point scale for inspection judgements?
Using one common grading scale by both ALI and OFTSED for teaching and learning observation is useful. We have concerns over the use of a single grade for ‘unsatisfactory’ as this does not give a provider a clear indication of how unsatisfactory the provision may be, and thus no clear idea of how much they may have to improve.  (NATFHE) 
Supporters of the change welcomed the removal of a middle-band in a five or seven-point scale which is seen to reinforce the acceptability of 'satisfactory' or 'coasting' performance. Some members questioned, however, whether the third point in a four-point scale can realistically be described as satisfactory. We understand that that the term 'adequate' was originally proposed for this point of the scale and we suggest that the use of this term might be reconsidered. In opposition to the proposed change some members argued that that a reduced inspection scale will encourage over-grading (at least for self-assessment purposes). Short scales may also reduce the opportunity to demonstrate incremental improvements in performance. Concerns have been expressed too that changes to the grading scale will mean the loss of important benchmark data. We believe that the intention to publish more detailed grade descriptors in inspection handbooks will be welcomed by providers. (LSDA) 
A 4-point scale has a helpful simplicity. We are please to see the end of the confusing combination of a 5-point and a 7-point scale which has been most unhelpful in ensuring consistency of judgements in self assessment activity. We would like to see the language of the descriptors amended so that ‘outstanding’ reads ‘excellent’. ‘Outstanding’ provision will by definition be very rare and if this descriptor is used, there would be a need for a category ‘very good’ below it. Additionally, ‘outstanding’ will be difficult to self assess, implying as it does a comparison with other provision. ‘Excellent’ would imply a high level of achievement and would be readily understood.  (AoC)
If there is to be only one grade for 'unsatisfactory', a clear indication in the text as to how unsatisfactory the provision might be is needed in order for providers, stakeholders and learners to have a better idea of how far the journey to 'satisfactory' might be. To help providers in identifying areas for improvement and to monitor and evaluate progress towards improvement, NIACE suggest that advice from inspectors must be based on a clearly written judgement as to what the distance of the journey might be. (NIACE) 
As the scale will be used by both inspectorates it will allow for fairer comparisons of inspection outcomes across provider types to be made. This change is welcomed although it will make comparisons with inspection cycle one (where a five point scale was used) more difficult. (Ufi Ltd) 
The overall grading scale seems to be an improvement and we welcome the incorporation of observation of training and learning into the same scale.(ALP) 
It is sensible to have a fixed number of categories and for these to be kept to a minimum. (Universities Council for the Education of Teachers) 
In principle, we have preference for a 5 point scale – it provides greater opportunity for appropriate discrimination. (Catholic Education Service) 
This does not allow for differentiating extremely poor provision from that which could be turned around with a few fundamental but simple changes. 
(British Printing Industries Federation) 
We consider it confusing to have a different grading scale for curriculum areas to that used for lesson observations. We support the four point scale and request that this is also used for lesson observations. (Alton College) 
This makes distinctions between grades much easier for both inspectors and providers to make. It removes the confusion between the seven point scale and the five point scale. (Adult Learning and Leisure) 
Whilst agreeing that the current 5-point scale should be changed, I believe that a 6-point scale would be preferable in enabling a more accurate and comparable assessment of the quality and standards of each provider. (Lancashire On-Line Learning Ltd) 
The 4 point scale should be for both observations and departmental grades rather than the current 7 and 5 system which is very unsatisfactory. Will the hurdles at each level be roughly equivalent? Will allocation be criteria rather than on the basis of 25% provision to each band? (Cirencester College) 
The current confusion between 7 and 5 point scales is unhelpful. We favour a balanced 5 point scale so that extremes of both good and bad practice can be identified. (Wakefield College) 
Yet another change in number of grading points will result in the loss of a considerable amount of benchmarking data. As a consequence, institutions will be unable to compare the outcomes of their own internal lesson observations with Ofsted standards for at least one year. 
(City of Sunderland College) 
This is a sensible adjustment that will make inspection judgements more accessible to learners, parents, employers and other interested groups. We do not believe it will compromise the needs of professional educators who sometimes request unnecessarily complex measures of performance. (NHSU) 
Clarification is needed over whether the same four point scale is to be used fro lesson observations as well as for overall grades. (Harrow College) 
The use of proactive language like 'inadequate' is not helpful. (Burton College) 
The grade 4 (inadequate) must be followed by a clear statement if reinspection is to take place in the particular situation. (HM Prison, Belmarsh) 
The simplification and harmonisation of the grading structure would be welcome, as it would bring in to line the grading structure for lesson observations, areas of learning and the overall judgement on the effectiveness of organisations. (East Riding College) 
An effective lever to prevent providers being 'satisfied' with middle grade! (Quantum Edge)

I have mixed feelings about the reduction of grading criteria from 5 to 4. It seems rational to have only one unsatisfactory grade which recognizes the institution of inadequate – it can either deliver or it can’t. For an institution’s use it may well be helpful to know whether it is weak or very weak. 
(West Kent College) 
The danger is that with only four points a Grade 3 becomes viewed as unsatisfactory as it is below the half way line. Additionally, two points below satisfactory allows a greater distinction between what is poor and what is exceptionally bad and possibly should be immediately closed. 
(Dearne Valley College) 
Whilst 'inadequate' may well describe the overall standard of a college or provider it is not a term that would normally be used to describe an individual session. 'Poor' or 'unsatisfactory' could be used as the descriptor for a grade 4 session. (West Cheshire College) 
Should provide a clearer distinction between good and poor. Hence will facilitate improvements. (Fern Training and Development) 
Inadequate could be subdivided into: Likely to improve/Unlikely to improve 
(St Helens Council, ACL) 
The smaller the scale the cruder the results will be, and the more likely that the assessment will be inaccurate e.g. in borderline cases providers could be lumped into the wrong grade, and if this results in downgrading the impact could be significant especially as the results enter the public domain. (Papworth Trust) 
One 'unsatisfactory' grade is sufficient to inform the provider that improvements are needed immediately... and the reader. The more commonality of language that can be achieved between inspectorates within the education/training sector is welcome - once again this makes it easier for the reader to make comparisons. (Juniper Training Limited) 
What will be the relative currency of old grades and new grades? Human nature could either lead to grade inflation (can't give a 3 as less than average) or the impression that the post-16 sector is substandard i.e. satisfactory which is below the 'middle'. (South East Derbyshire College) 
We believe that a five point scale gives more room for providers to evidence/display improvements and their impact on grade improvements. (Tyne and Wear Work Based Learning Provider Network) 
Grade 1 alternatives could be 'very good' or 'excellent'. Grade 4 alternatives could be 'poor' or 'unsatisfactory'. (City & Guilds) 
Clarity and standardisation of inspection grades will enable the wider public to make informed choices between learning providers. (Skillfast UK) 
There is too great a leap from Good to Outstanding, particularly with classroom observations. We have a number of lecturers who have improved with hard work from present grade 3 to grade 2. These lecturers will possibly never attain to grade 1 and will now lose the possibility of being 'very good' again in the future. (Thurrock Adult Community College) 
Unsure why this is proposed as it could lead to difficulty in assessing improvements from previous inspections.  (NASE) 
To indicate a reason for the reduction in the scale is that the previous full scope was not being used is tenuous and begs the question as to why that was the case. Our concern is that there will be only one grade for inadequate provision. In our view a more appropriate approach would be to use the five point scale for all judgements using the linkages that already exist between the two scales to facilitate straightforward mapping from one inspection cycle to the next. (NAMSS) 
The four-grades describe four clear states. The more grades into which judgements are split the more difficult it becomes to decide on the dividing lines. (Pre-school Learning Alliance) 
In my opinion as a long term ALI and Ofsted Associate Inspector these four grades are too arbitrary. A grade 4 damns a provider and may ‘snuff out’ any green shoots of good practice. Five grades would allow either a 4 or 5 for inadequate providers. A 5 would clearly indicate truly awful provision to all interested parties. (Robinson Associates (Brecon) Ltd) 
The use of a scale with an even number of points is a significant error. Not only will it lead to false positives and false negatives it also suggests that you do not trust the inspectors to make a correct/fair/accurate judgement. (Waterfront Quality Solutions) 
The current scale used by ALI encourages providers to think of 'satisfactory' as the grade to aspire to. (Support Into Work) 
With four grades there is no middle ground. It effectively becomes a three tier system with a failure grade. I would expect inspectors would want more scope to categorise provision rather than a tight grouping as proposed. 
(British Racing School) 

Q7	Do you agree with the proposals to give more emphasis to judgements on the extent to which employers' needs are met?
Employers will be vital in the provision of work for young people. Therefore, it is no use providing education and training which is not designed to meet identified skills gaps or the skills that employers value in today's workforce. (QCA - Risk Management team) 
The quality of training that providers offer employers should be a major factor contributing to their inspection rating – both in terms of focussing providers’ efforts in meeting employer needs and as a more credible evaluation of provider quality for employers. The CBI therefore welcomes the evaluation of ‘the acquisition of workplace skills’, when considering ‘how well do learners achieve’, and ‘the extent to which employers’ needs are met’, when evaluating ‘how well do programmes and activities meet the needs and interests of learners’. Although the proposed revised CIF does address the needs of employers to a greater extent than the current framework, it should be more explicit in terms of assessing how providers are satisfying employers. Provider inspection should be part of an integrated drive to raising the quality, responsiveness and flexibility of provision by FE colleges, as detailed in the government’s Skills Strategy and Success for All, as part of which, colleges had to introduce ‘employer engagement’ targets. The CBI would like to see a separate section under ‘Leadership and Management’ in the CIF to specifically evaluate how effective the links with employers are. This should not be ‘where appropriate’, but for all providers. We believe this will further focus FE colleges’ efforts to effectively engage with business and provide education and training that better meets their needs. (CBI) 
This is entirely in keeping with our objective of using public funding and working with a range of partners to help as many people as possible gain the skills they need to better compete in a constantly changing labour market. This help should particularly focus on people on welfare, whose lack of skills and qualifications is a significant barrier to securing the employment they want. (Jobcentre Plus) 
The CIF is unequivocally a learner-centred framework. All of the key questions (including those relating to organisational effectiveness) are orientated to the needs and attainments of learners. As such the status of employers within the inspection process is necessarily problematic. Employer needs are only explicitly mentioned in questions 3 and 5 of the new framework, in both instances as contingent options ('where appropriate'). There is no reference to employer engagement targets (a requirement central to LSC three-year development plans) and no reference to the role of employers within the teaching, training and learning process. It is difficult to reconcile the limited view of provider responsiveness to employer needs with government proposals to significantly enhance the role of employers in learning and skills sector. It is also surprising given the survey work undertaken by OfSTED in this area, which we anticipated would have a major influence in the redesign of the CIF. (LSDA) 
In the context of the Skills Strategy, it is appropriate and necessary for inspectors to evaluate the extent to which employment needs (as distinct from employers') needs are met, where this is appropriate. It will be important that the non-statutory guidance to inspectors about how they are to apply the framework particularly with regard to matters of appropriateness makes it clear that many adults chose to participate in learning for reasons not directly related to employability or specific employment needs.  (NIACE) 
Support inclusion of employability and vocational skills for all students for whom employment, in all its various forms, is a possible/realistic route. Also, whilst recognising the importance of meeting employer demand, would wish to extend the range of valid outcomes, destinations and stakeholders for ISC’s e.g. social services departments are often key stakeholders therefore independence training/life skills improvements meets their demand. Would also identify need to address barriers to employment for people with disabilities generally. Some changes in opportunities in recent years have resulted in fewer work related opportunities, e.g. sponsored employment routes, and employment especially for level 1 and level 2 vocational students. Output related funding on training programmes may also have disadvantaged disabled trainees. (National Association of Specialist Colleges) 
Colleges often work in partnership and as a result may not have much direct employer engagement themselves. Any assessment of these colleges under the revised framework must accept that they have recognised that this is not where their strengths lie and that it is better for them to use partners with a greater expertise in this area than to try to do it (less well) themselves. This criterion must be applied equally to all providers. Just because it is already recognised that independent work based learning providers are good at meeting employer needs does not mean that they should not be given proper credit for it during inspections. It must be a level playing field.  (ALP) 
It would be preferable to use the term ‘employment’ rather than ‘employer’ as the use of the former term implies that both the employer and the employee have needs in vocational training. It can be that a narrow definition of ‘employer’ needs neglects the needs of the national economy and interests, especially those in the future. It will need to be clear in the non-statutory guidance to inspectors that many adults participating in learning do so for reasons that are not always connected to employment or employability. Such provision needs to be judged on its intention as much as its outcomes. (NATFHE) 
It is vital that clear criteria for employer engagement are available and we would urge that these be formulated with care and consulted on with providers by the groups developing the new measures of success. It is vital to recognise that college’s do not all have a mission to engage with employers to the same extent. There will also need to be sensitivity to local circumstances and the challenges posed for colleges with no large employers in the area and who are faced with the much more demanding task of engaging and meeting the needs of many SMEs. This is a complex area to evaluate and one where there has already been much work on which this indicator could draw, e.g. the CoVE initiative criteria and the LSC employers’ template.  (AoC) 
Ufi accepts this proposal but the inspectors’ judgements would need to be balanced and take into account local employer needs, national Sector Skills Councils needs and the national policy steer from government. (Ufi Ltd) 

I would urge caution in inspectors judgement when weighing up employers needs and the conflicts these can have with the funded programmes being delivered. For example, initial assessment of employers requirements can identify an apprenticeship programme and NVQ standards can be contextualised for employers. However, they cannot be changed. Employers need to have an input to the creation of standards if they disagree with the content but the Training Provider cannot change the nature of the programme being funded. (British Printing Industries Federation) 
Employer needs may be at variance with the individual and government objectives. It may be more appropriate for comment where all three needs are met. In larger employers who have succession planning opportunities it may be easier to make such a judgement. Some small employers may take a narrow view about the learning taking place and may be 'out of date' in terms of expectations of 'good quality' learning and also their own resources available. Guidance may need to be explicit about the anticipated differences between private sector and public sector employer employment and expectations. (Adult Learning and Leisure) 
For 16-18 yr old provision in a 6th form college, the likelihood is that employment will be several years away and virtually irrelevant other than in a general way. (Ray Shirley) 
This is problematic. For courses linked to local labour markets this is possible and to some extent desirable providing there are methodologically sound ways of collecting data from employers. For courses which serve a national or international market (e.g. A Levels, IB etc.) local employers needs are not necessarily relevant - this is one of the flaws of the LSC system. For the 40+ % going on to HE it would be impossible to gather more than a very general wish list of communication and numeracy skills since the links between particular employers and specific level 3 qualifications are so tenuous. (Cirencester College) 
Individual needs and community needs must also be considered alongside employers' needs. Inspectors must therefore have strong sectoral and up to date knowledge. (Greater Manchester Learning Provider Network) 
Employers needs will need to be defined and reliable in order to measure whether they are being met. (Stockport College) 
I am not clear how inspectors will draw conclusions from an inspection snap shot. I am also not clear whether the judgement will take account of local economic circumstances. (Liverpool Community College) 
It is not merely a question of whether learners are equipped with the skills required for the workplace; it is whether those skills are translated into practices that have a direct/indirect impact on the quality of services. Reaching reliable judgements about such matters is extraordinarily challenging. (NHSU) 
The difficulty of collecting such judgements means that they would not be robust or necessarily representative. (Harrow College) 
This would not be appropriate in a prison or young offenders institution. Only a few prisoners are realistically going to find employment on release. The anticipation of meeting employers needs can be reflected in the resettlement work and the training courses offered. (HM Prison, Belmarsh) 
Given the extent of employers involvement and the purpose of education and training, employers views and needs are critical to the success of providers and should therefore be recognised as such. (East Riding College) 
It is important to acknowledge employers' needs and how well they are met. However there could be a danger of institutions attempting to meet employers' needs at the expense of meeting the needs of students, and thereby not offering the breadth and range of experiences they need. 
(Liverpool City Council) 
Whilst acknowledging and accepting the emphasis on the engagement with employers there continue to be enormous difficulties in getting the response and involvement we want and need from employers. In view of this we would be concerned if the emphasis shifted too far in this direction without a positive acknowledgement of the efforts, costs etc of the efforts made. 
(Dearne Valley College) 
This is difficult where you have employers who are unco-operative but suddenly will co-operate when an inspector calls. I believe you need to meet their needs, and we do so, but it can be with difficulty in today's fast-moving society. (Davidson Training UK Ltd) 
This is particularly relevant to our employer based programmes and disabled people (Work Preparation, WORKSTEP and NDDP) where the employer’s needs are critical. However, these relations are sensitive and commercial and the approach needs to be carefully thought out. (WTCS Limited) 
Education/training does need to meet the needs of the employer too. However, too few employers understand that this requires a substantial commitment from them also. All too often, employers know what they want, but when the provider explains how this will be delivered, they talk commitment, but don't deliver. (Juniper Training Limited) 
For many sixth form colleges, ‘employers’ needs’ are particularly hard to gauge, with many of their students finding employment some years after they have left college. The key issue for such colleges is to ensure the progression of their students to the next stage of their education – and the best possible progression that can be made. The slavish pursuit of creating employees for the existing job market is fraught with difficulties, not least of which is the speed and predictability of economic change and the undesirability of producing employees solely equipped for low skill/low wage economies. (Wyggeston and Queen Elizabeth I College) 
This fits well with the national skills strategy, success for all and the framework used for performance review by the LSC, including headline targets. (West Cheshire College) 
As long as this is seen in the context of the local environment, and does not discount rationales put forward for courses that are not specifically there to meet employer needs. Some will meet student needs to progress into further or higher education rather than employment. 
(Gloucestershire College of Arts and Technology) 
This falls into the scope of the LSC to determine what provision is funded. Meeting employers’ needs can be assessed through scrutinising success rates and destination information. (Gateshead College) 
Employers are key stakeholders in determining local and national provision and we recognise that how well providers satisfy the needs of employers has got to be a success factor in their performance. However, the existing CIF already addresses this, to the extent that is relevant to a Common Inspection Framework and to the use of public funding to prepare learners for their overall life, work, leisure and personal development. The CIF should see that learners have an excellent learning experience on their chosen programme. Please do not let the focus of CIF be diverted from a focus on learners towards other utilitarian themes. (National Forum of Engineering Centres) 
Qualifications and training that do not provide individuals with the kinds of skills that are required in today’s workplaces, create tensions between business and education, and short-change learners. Skillfast-UK is commencing its Sector Skills Agreement process, which will enable a new compact to be formed between employers, training and education providers, funders, regulatory bodies and sector skills councils to shape and develop learning provision that meets the industry needs of UK PLC and offers employers high quality vocational training provision and will enable individuals to succeed in industry and progress into further learning. We hope in time that the findings of Sector Skills Agreements will be used as drivers of quality in learning provision. (Skillfast UK) 
Employers needs form the other half of the outcome equation and greater emphasis on the quality of assessing these needs can only lead to greater effectiveness of adult education. (NASE) 
Who will make judgements about employer needs? The college or the Learning and Skills Council, or indeed, employers? A consistent, objective view is crucial so as to avoid disagreement. 
(North Warwickshire & Hinckley College) 
This could have been incorporated in an area wide inspection of post 19 and 14-19. Given that employers are not investing currently to anticipated levels we are not sure how realistic this would be. 
(Cambridgeshire County Council, Adult and Community Learning) 
This will require all parties - providers, employers, LSC and inspectorates – to work together to more fully identify those needs before judgements can be made. (National Association of Managers of Student Services) 
We would like judgements to be made on the quality of provision related to ‘generic employment/employability’ skills rather than specific employers’ needs. (King George V College) 
Not unless the statement is qualified. Employers’ needs are not necessarily valid ones just because employers have them. Employers can have out of date ideas and practice, and be antagonistic to new developments. This will be a challenge for all those charged with using the new Framework; to ensure that all settings to which it is to be applied understand and value the nature of the judgements to be made. (Pre-school Learning Alliance) 
No matter how committed an employer is to its learners and professional development, their priorities will always be with the survival and economic success of their company. Their needs will not always be in line with those of the learner, and could in fact be directly in opposition to the learners’ best interests. Work Based Learning Providers must be fully aware of employers’ needs, wishes, and situations but must maintain their focus on their key customers – the Learners. (Consortium for Learning) 
Whether inspectors will be able to judge fairly the involvement of employers – given the many demands on them from educational sectors is difficult to judge without having piloted. There is no ‘carrot’ or reward for employers participation – just increasing goodwill. In an area where the majority of employers are SMEs increasing participation is always more difficult compared to major cities and industrialised areas. 
(Bounemouth and Poole College) 
Until employers are made more accountable for their roles in training of staff then it can be unfair to penalise training organisation in its employer involvement. (Beneast Training Limited, Jane Pigott) 

Q8	Are there additional changes you would wish to propose to the current framework or to the revised framework as proposed?
NIACE welcomes the review of the CIF and shares the view that the framework has come to be seen as a success in all parts of the learning and skills sector. NIACE has a concern about how the two inspectorates will operate the CIF. Although this is not requested, we consider that the earlier consultation on changing the methods of inspection was not as robust as it might have been. (NIACE) 
The addition of the principles of inspection, the code of conduct for inspectors and complaints about inspectors will be beneficial.  (ALP) 
Ufi views the proposed changes to the Framework to be sufficient and will continue to work closely with the ALI to ensure it is appropriately applied to the learndirect network. (Ufi Ltd) 
In Key Question 2: ‘How effective are teaching, training and learning?’ we would like to retain the evaluation criteria from old framework: ‘How well learners learn and make progress’. It is vital that the emphasis on learning, welcomed by AoC and the colleges, should continue. We would also like to see the grade for attainment disappear in the grading of sessions and to retain the grades for teaching and learning. If only one grade were to be retained, we would like it to be for learning. We would like to see inspectors able to take account of national circumstances beyond the control of the college when making judgements, for example, the national shortage of trained Skills for Life teachers. (Association of Colleges) 
We would like to see inspection take account of the extent to which staff in each setting contribute to the professional development of their colleagues and of new entrants to the teaching profession, including student teachers. (UCET) 
Would be keen to see the National Point of Reference for ISC’s remain within the revised Ofsted structures. Very concerned that the Annual Assessment Visits will be conducted by inspections with the appropriate expertise in terms of LLDD, post-16 experience and an understanding of ISCs. Would consider many schools inspectors to have inappropriate knowledge. 
(National Association of Specialist Colleges) 
From September 2005 there must not be two systems of inspecting schools. Section 23 has its place in conjunction with this system of inspections where Ofsted makes judgements on an area basis. They must not be divorced. (Catholic Education Service) 
While generally supporting proposals to simplify the CIF, we would suggest that 'leadership' and 'management' should be more clearly differentiated within the revised framework. Given continuing inspection concerns about the differential performance of providers across areas of learning, it is surprising that more attention has not be given within inspection to provider arrangements for identifying and sharing good practice internally. This is a key aspect of effective leadership and management and a critical measure of the organisational capacity for improvement. Consultation documents on changes to inspection have so far only referred to colleges and work-based learning providers. It is unclear why LEA and former external providers, most of whom provide adult and community learning but many of whom also provide further education and some work-based learning, have not been included in published documentation to date. It has been questioned whether this represents a different inspection approach for such providers.  (LSDA) 
Greater clarity about the range of evidence gathered and how well it is used to inform judgements. (Liverpool City Council) 
It will be important to evaluate the quality of the induction process for learners. I have found in NVQs that a thorough induction enables candidates to achieve NVQs and reduces the drop out rate because they are not 'blind' to the requirements of the qualification. (QCA - Risk Management team)
It should have a section on how the school, or if the school, is meeting its statutory requirements with regard to curriculum and collective worship, child protection etc. It might be that a school may have effective teaching and learning but not meet its statutory duties with regard to its basic curriculum. (Cornwall Education Development Service) 
There is too little in the new CIF about learners' own responsibility for improving their own performance - this should be judged also as part of ‘learning’ rather than ‘teaching’. (Ray Shirley) 
Much more weight should be given to self-assessment by institutions which have been judged to be good and excellent providers. They should have a light touch with sampling largely to test their judgements (Cirencester College) 
A move to analysis of student and therefore college achievement through a consideration of whole student programme achievement, rather than a single subject analysis, would be beneficial and encourage institutions to match the stated government agenda of increasing breadth of provision. 
(City of Sunderland College) 
More consultation with sector skills councils before finalising the process. Need to develop consistency between LSC performance reviews and ALI inspection criteria. (Greater Manchester Learning Provider Network) 
We would wish to retain classroom observation as the basis of judgements made but are in favour of the 'lighter touch' approach. We would prefer that separate grades are retained for teaching and learning. (Harrow College) 
Our concerns would be with the proposed three week notice period and whether the inspectors expectations of the level of organisation would be consequentially different – this would relate to documentation, meetings, accommodation for the inspectors in the college. (Dearne Valley College) 
We hope that the CIF will increasingly be used as a tool to enhance the quality of college provision rather than merely as a quality assurance framework. College managers would like to see the process of inspection involve guidance and advise on how to improve provision rather than simply judgements on provision. (Burton College) 
In the reports published by ALI there is a need to name the education contractor/college who provide the education for reasons of accountability and transparency. Also for Ofsted/ALI reports on FE colleges to mention/include their prison contract work. (HM Prison, Belmarsh) 
Providers should be judged on why a learner leaves. We cannot stop pregnancy, theft, disloyal staff, poor employers, sudden changes of career move that is common in young people. (Davidson Training UK Ltd) 
The College has become very concerned at other changes to the inspection regime that have not been part of the consultative process – most critically the use of ‘private’ inspection teams. This matter has been raised with OfSTED but the response has not been reassuring in light of approaches made by those ‘private’ providers to the colleges for the purposes of recruitment. If, as we have now been given to understand, this decision is to be made in the Spring of 2005 – and without further consultation – the support given so far for these proposals would be hard to sustain. 
(Wyggeston and Queen Elizabeth I College) 
In the guidance it needs to be made clear whether the 'if appropriate' statements are to be included in inspection. 
(Gloucestershire College of Arts and Technology) 
We generally welcome the proposed changes, particularly the annual assessment visit by linked HMI to monitor progress of the improvement agenda. (Gateshead College) 
The five outcomes for children and young people need to be more explicit as they are open to different interpretations currently. (Salisbury College) 
Need more effective moderation methods to ensure consistency /fairness. Need appeals procedure. (Salford College) 
Insufficient differentiation between scope and intensity of inspection for satisfactory and unsatisfactory colleges. (South East Derbyshire College) 
The Code of Conduct for Inspectors needs to strongly reflect the need for them to be clearly objective, and to be faithful to the framework. We would also like consideration to be given to two nominees for large providers or those with more than one vocational area. The number of nominees should be in ratio to the number of inspectors.  (Tyne and Wear WBL Provider Network) 
More emphasis on the training of adults. It is too biased to the School sector. (College of North West London) 
Skillfast-UK would like to suggest that alternative inspection arrangements are made for organisations like Sector Skills Councils who often operate in a brokering role for a project, rather than as a direct deliverer of training. We are concerned that organisations who project manage an LSC contract may be subject to an inspection process which in effect grades the managing organisation on the performance of its sub-contractors. As inspection grades are in the public domain, there is a concern that brokering organisations may be unhelpfully compared with training providers. (Skillfast UK) 
In general NASE’s direct experience of the framework has been through WORKSTEP, and whilst the proposed amendments appear to be positive for mainstream learning provision, there are grave concerns that it may further conflict with the employment aims, contractual requirements and funding rational of the programme. Experience shows that Inspectors in the field are making the framework fit as well as possible, this however is not ideal as it can lead to inconsistency. (NASE) 
We want to register our disappointment at not being consulted on the changes to inspection. We would have had much more to contribute on this matter but it appears that decisions have already been made. (Carshalton College) 
Clarity about where provision will be inspected under a contracting out arrangement and how leadership and management will be assessed of the host institution when significant amounts are delivered by a third party. (Cambridgeshire County Council, Adult and Community Learning) 
It is our view that in the new framework all five Key Questions should be graded as was the case under the FEFC framework. This would more clearly identify to learners and employers comparable quality and standards across all aspects of provision and improve the range of information available to determine all the factors that help students to achieve.  (NAMSS) 
There is concern in relation to the school profile, which feeds the inspection process, as to who owns the data. (Brighton and Hove LEA) 
The rationale for the revised framework needs to be clearly defined and proven to be valid. A credible aim to produce a tidy system of inspection is not a sufficient rationale alone. The Department should consider whether a set of core principles need to be interpreted in separate frameworks appropriate to the provision being inspected. (Pre-school Learning Alliance) 
Puts more emphasis on correct data all the time throughout the year. This is not a reduction in bureaucracy. Takes emphasis away from teaching and learning by reducing importance of classroom observations (Bury College) 
We would like to see the Equality and Diversity agenda at the forefront of the Common Inspection Framework from teaching and learning through to leadership and management from both the perspective of the providers and ALI / Ofsted (Birmingham Adult Education Service) 
We would welcome a clear link between the revised common inspection framework and the LSC’s provider review process. 
(Stanmore College Further Education Corporation) 
The change in overall judgements about a school's strengths does not appear to mention where a 'coasting school' would be aligned or judged under the new criteria. (Barnsley LEA) 
We need to see the guidance documents before commenting fully on the new Framework. We need to know the scope and definition of all the requirements, particularly around learners’ lifestyles and personal development. We would like assurance that providers will not be expected to take what could be an intrusive or even judgemental approach when supporting our young adult learners. We welcome the move towards measuring ‘softer’ outcomes of learning such as enjoyment. All our WBL providers value their learners’ opinions and strive to make the learning experience engaging. In spite of this a learner will rate their level of enjoyment differently depending on how or when they are asked to rate it. ‘Enjoyment’ could be equated with fun, fulfilment, satisfaction, achievement, or many other factors according to the individual. We hope that Enjoyment will therefore be measured in a variety of ways, to gain a realistic picture for each organisation. 
(Consortium for Learning) 
Under the current Education Bill the proposed legislation is for ‘shorter, sharper inspections’ Whilst we broadly recognise this as a positive step, it presents issues regarding inclusion that have not been satisfactorily addressed. There is no guidance on how the views of learners should be taken into account. We believe that it could be very easy to exclude parents from the inspection process in future. This denies parents a valuable opportunity to raise concerns about school performance to an external inspection body and acts against an inclusive approach. It is not clear how governing bodies will be included under the shorter timescales. Given the increased emphasis on self evaluation, management and leadership it is important for clear guidelines giving governors a significant role in the inspection. (Campaign for State Education) 
We consider that the new framework should include explicit requirements for inspectorates to evaluate and report on whether colleges and training providers are complying with statutory equalities legislation. 
(Commission for Racial Equality) 
The focus on learning must not be lost. If there is to be only one grade for lesson observation instead of the current three (teaching/ learning/ attainment) then this needs to be a grade for learning. There should be an explicit reference in the Joint Inspectorate’s remit as to how the work of the Inspectorate will improve overall standards in education and add value. This should be made clear in the Common Inspection Framework. 
(Brockenhurst College) 
Reinspection should be fairer for all providers and should be a set timescale for all providers. It would appear at present that colleges are allocated considerably more time than other providers to prepare for reinspection. (Myrrh Education and Training) 
It is imperative that all Inspectors and Associate Inspectors understand fully the revised principles of inspection and that Standardisation of Inspections are monitored to ensure this is maintained. (Beneast Training Limited) 
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